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Opana is important in
the history of American
technology and in the
history of US
intelligence.
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In early August 2000, the Sherman
Kent Schoal for Intelligence Analy-

sis took EI:[}lew analysts in the
pilot running of its (b)(3)(c)
Career Analyst Program (CAP) to a
littte-known location in Hawaii,
known locally as Kahuku Point.

The visit was part of a weeklong
TDY by the class that included _
meetings with a number of Pacific
Area Command (PACOM) person-
nel, including the CINC, Admijra)
Blair, |

‘The pur-

pose of the trip was to give new
anatysts the opportunity to learn
firsthand about how US military
commands perform their missions;
what command intelligence needs

are; how the Agency provides sup-
bor to the militarys how| ]

(b)3)C) [ Directorate of Intelli-

gence (DD officers play a key role
in support for military operations;
and how technical collection and
communication sites are critical to
intelligence analysis. It also allowed
them to visit places of significance
in the history of intelligence. (1)

(b)3)(c)

(b)(1)
(b)(3)(c)
(b)(3)(n)

3)(c)

(b)(1)

(b)(3)(c)
(b)(3)(n)

Approved for Release: 2014/09/12 C06122443

Opana is important in the history of
American technology and in the
histary of US intelligence. The site
is listed in Hawaii’s State Register of
Historical Places, the National Reg-
ister of Historical Places, and it has
been designated a National His-
toric Landmark. On 23 February
2000, a plaque was dedicated at the
nearby Turtle Bay resort identify-
ing Opana as the site of an
electrical engineering milestone, It
then joined a select list of mile-
stones similarly recognized by the
350,000-member American Institute
of Electrical and Electronic Engi-
neers that includes Volta’s electrical
battery invented in 1799, the 1861
transcontinental telegraph; Hidet-
sugu Yagi's short antenna invented
in 1924: and the first wearable cat-
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Shafter. The Center did not try to
make any phone calls to other sites
that needed warning; if it had, simi-
lar connectivity problems probably
would have prevented any signifi-
cant action in response to warning.

w

Today, operations centers around
the entire Intelligence Community
(IC) are linked by reliable, dedi-
cated lines. But there remains the
question of how well connected we
are to key customers and users of
intelligence in Washington and in
the field, It has only been in the
last decade that we have devel-
oped teams of briefers and other
officers to deliver intelligence to
policymaking agencies in a timely
fashion. Moreover, a fair amount of
our other work is still delivered in
pouches via courier systems, or as
former Director of Central Intelli-
gence (DCI) Robert Gates once
said, *A 19th century-delivery sys-
tem carrying 20th century-quality
analvsis, derived from 2ist cen-
tury-collection systems,” (U)
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The absence of
centralized collation and
analysis of intelligence,
either in Hawaii or
Washington, was a key
reason why the Opana
radar warning was
ignored.

29

Impact of Bureaucratic Conflicts

A major reason why connectivity
was a problem in 1941 involved the
unwillingness of organizations to
cooperate in streamlining the infor-
mation-sharing process. There was
no joint command in Hawaii
encompassing both Army and Navy
because there was no Defense
Department. There was no JICPAC
in Hawaii or CIA in Washington to
receive all key intelligence directly
and then disseminate it to their
respective consumers. The layers of
phone lines that Opana reporting
relied on would have been reduced
by at least half if such consolidated
command and intelligence arrange-
ments had existed. (1)

These shortcomings were due
essentially to the pride and care-
fully guarded independence of the
military services and their opposi-
tion to any element that might
oversee or demand access to their
information. The Office of the
Coordinator of Information, the
precursor of the CIA created by
President Roosevelt in June 1941 to
try to bring some order to the intel-
ligence sent to him, was limited in
what it could collect, analyze, or
receive from other departmental
intelligence services, (U)
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The absence of centralized colla-
tion and analysis of intelligence,
either in Hawaii or Washington,
was a key reason why the Opana
radar warming was ignored. A cen-
tralized intelligence analysis
capability would have had many
pieces of information in the hours
leading up to the Pearl Harbor
attack. The scattered information
included reports from the FBI,
intercepts of Japanese diplomatic
traffic, and action reports from US
Navy ships and aircraft.

Bureaucratic problems of a more
mundane nature alse degraded the
warning from Opana. In the US
Army in Hawaii, a turf battle
between the Signal Corps and the
Hawaiian Interceptor Command
was going on over contrel of the
AWS and its radar sites, The devel-
opment of a more effective system
for using radar information
depended in part on moving the
AWS from a training to an opera-
tional status. On 7 December, four
months after initial deployment, the
sites were still in a training mode,
under the initial control of the local
Signal Corps commander. The com-
mander of the Hawaiian Interceptor
Command in November argued that
the AWS was ready (o become
operational under his control, but
the Signal Corps commander did
not want t¢ give up control. They
engaged in a battle of memos to
Army Commander Short in the
week before the attack on Pearl
Harbor. (U

This turf battle had a significant
effect on Opana’s performance.
One link of the weak, daisy-chain
of connectivity remained in place.
The Signal Corps kept operating
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the radar sites as a “training only”
function on reduced hours. And the
turf battle prevented the introduc-
tion of expertise from the Air Corps
on how to identify unknown air-
craft, create linkages to US aircraft
operations that actually could act
on radar sightings, and allow some
attention to the “identify friend or
foe” problem that posed a chal-
fenge to early radar-tracking efforts.
Ironically, the first move toward
Signal Corps-Air Corps cooperation
began on 3 December, when Lt
Kermit Tyler, an officer in training
with the Interceptor Command, was
assigned to the AWS Information
Center at Fort Shafter. His orders
were to explore how to build a liai-
son with the Signal Corps
operation. To learn the ropes, he
pulled his first stand-alone watch as
a duty officer on what was
expected to be a quiet Sunday
morning on 7 December. (U)

Today, operations centetrs and ana-
lytic units in Washington and
Hawaii and advanced communica-
tions systems increase the
likelihood that vital information
would be available on a timely
basis. Although there is a substan-
tial amount of cooperation occurs
among the CIA and other IC agen-
cies, all experienced intelligence
professionals can still cite recent
examples of information or fin-
ished analysis that has not flowed
in a timely manner, if at all, across
the IC. Sometimes concerns about
information security are the rea-
sony; other times, it reflects a habit
of not cooperating and sharing,
reinforced by the lack of good con-
nectivity. (1D

Murky Guidance to Intelligence
Officers

On 26 November 1941, Secretary of
State Cordell Hull rejected Japan's
fast demand for US acquiescence in
Tokyo’s expansionist ambitions in
China and Indochina. Simulta-
neously, 1S decrypts of Japanese
diplomatic messages told Washing-
ton that Tokyo saw time running
out rapidly on a peaceful oputcome
if the United States rejected Japan’s
entreaties. Recognizing the serious-
ness of the US diplomatic move,
both the Navy and Army command-
ers in Washington sent out on 27
November separate alert messages
to all US commanders in the
Pacific. This action should have
provided unambiguous warning of
war, but it did not. The messages
sent via each service’s channels
were not identical, and, when com-
pared in Hawaii by Admiral
Kimmel and General Short, did not
have the intended effect. It is
instructive to compare the verba-
tim texts. The Navy Department
dispatch stated:

This dispaich is to be considered
a war warning. Negotiations with
Japan looking toward stabiliza-
tion of conditions in the Pacific
have ceased and an aggressive
move is expected within the next
Jew days. The number and equip-
ment of japanese troops ard the
organizdtion of the naval task
Jorces indicates an amphibious
expedition against either the Phbil-
ippines, Thai, Krva Peninsula, or
possibly Borneo. Execiste an
appropriate defensive deploy-
ment preparatory to carrying out
the tasks assigned in War Plan 46
{The Nawvy's war plan). lnform dis-

38 W(m@)(m#
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trict and army authorities. A
similar warning is being sent by
War Department. (1))

The Army Department dispaich
stated:

Negotiations with fapan appear 1o
be terminated to all practical pur-
poses, with only the barest
possibilities that the Japanese
Government might come back
and offer to continue. Japanese
Suture action unprediciable, but
hostile action possible at any
moment. If bostilities cannot,
repeat, cannot be avoided, the
United States desives that Japan
commit the first overt act. This
policy should not, repeat, not, be
construed as restricting you to a
course of action that might jeop-
ardize your defense. Prior to
bostile Japanese action you are
directed to undertake such recon-
naissance and other measures as
you deem necessary, but these
measures should be carried out so
as not, repeat, not to alarm civil
poprilation or disclose intent.
Report measures taken. Should
bostilities occur, you will carry
out the tasks assigned in Kain-
bow Five lthe Army’s war plan] so
Jar as they pertain to japan. Limit
dissemination of this bighly secret
information to minimum essen-
tial officers. {1}

Both Colonel Bration and Admiral
Turner, the Army and Navy chiefs
of intelligence in Washington, testi-
fied to the subsequent
Congressional investigation of Pearl
Harbor that they thought these
warnings would lead to a full alert
of forces in Hawaii and the Philip-
pines. But the ambiguity 4s o the
nature of the threat and inconsis-
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tencies in the tone of the two
dispatches bedeviled Kimmel and
Short. (U

Despite. Turner’s stated belief that
the message would lead to active
patrolling and deployment of major
fleet elements outside Pearl Harbor
at all times, Kimmel saw the mes-
sage's focus on Southeast Asia as
relieving him from any immediate
obligation. Strong evidently was
confused by the Army message,
which was much harder to inter-
pret than its Navy counterpart. He
seized on the guidance not to alarm
the local population and not to dis-
seminate the risk of war concern to
others as the key aspect because it
was consistent with his previous
concern about an initial threat from
Japanese sabotage against his
installations. The net effect of these
ambiguities was that neither field
commander in Hawalii, after con-
sulting with each other, saw any
need to strengthen Army-Navy
sharing of intelligence and opera-
tonal alert plans. Both testified that
they assumed the other was put-
ting into effect readiness levels to
guard against threats that each
believed, on the basis of the warn-
ing messages from Washington,
were of more immediate concern to
the other! (L)

The lack of impact of this fuzzy
warning from Washington on the
overall readiness and intelligence
watchfulness of the Hawaiian com-
mands specifically contributed to
the Opana intelligence failure. On
28 November, General Short
responded to the warning from
Washington by ordering the AWS 1o
adjust its training hours from 0630-
1130 to 0400-0700. He did so
because he correctly articipated
that the maximum danger of air

66

The net effect of these
ambiguities was that
neither field commander
in Hawaii, after
consulting with each
other, saw any need to
strengthen Army-Navy
sharing of intelligence
and operational alert
plans.

29

attack was around dawn, To obey
the warning's caution to avoid rais-
ing local alarm and to limit
dissemination of the warning to
essential officers, however, Short
gave no reason for the change in
operating time to the Signal Corps.
Because the Signal Corps operators
previously had expressed concern
about growing wear and tear on
the new equipment, all assumed
that General Short was responding
to that concern by reducing operat-
ing hours. (11}

For the next two weeks, the opera-
tors were happy 1o begin work
earlier and depart sooner. On 7
December, the eight enlisted per-
sonnel in the AWS Information
Center with experience since
August in plotting and assessing
radar reports left for home at 0700,
and the officer in charge left two
minutes later. This episode shows
how unclear directions provided by
senior leaders can degrade the per-
formance of intelligence and create
risks of failure. This will be particu-
larly true for intelligence reports
and analysis in the new and more
decemzaiizedl:lenvironment.

(b)(3)(c)
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Specificity and Accuracy in
Intelligence Reporis

Fortunately, the Opana radar site
did not shut down immediately at
0700, as ordered. Opana was the
only one of six radar sites still on
line after that time because Private
Elliott wanted a bit more practice
working the oscilloscope. Thus, at
0702, he detected what he and his
co-operator described as “some-
thing completely out of the
ordinary on the screen,” an enor-
mous mass of more than 50 planes
approaching from the north 137
miles out. (1)

After connectivity with the Informa-
tion Center was achieved, a few
more minutes of delay occurred as
the switchboard operator,
impressed by the description pro-
vided from Opana, looked for
someone at the closing Informa-
tion Center. Lieutenant Tyler was
located, and he got on the phone.
The Opana privates provided the
inexperienced Tyvler with the dis-
tance, the general direction of
flight, and their characterization of
the sighting as “the biggest sight-
ing ever seen.” Two fatal errors of
intelligence reporting had just
occurred:

» The specific azimuth of flight
apparently was not provided.

» The estimate by the privates of a
mass of more than 50 planes was
not given. (1)

Intelligence collectors who fail 1o
note and report the specifics of
what they have obtained may deny
analysts and policymakers critical
information that will help construct
a mosaic, when combined with
other sources. Ambiguously
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phrased reporting that fails to pro-
vide available details or fudges
what in fact may be unknown will
create increased dangers of misin-
terpretation by analysts. Analysts
who do not make clear to policy-
makers to what is knowrn, what is
unknown, and what is judged to be
the case will create equivalent dan-
gers of policy missteps. And that is
what happened at Pearl Harbor, ()

Overreliance on Mindsets

Lieutenant Tyler was not a trained
intelligence officer or functioning in
that capacity. He was the low-level
decisionmaker on the spot who
had to make the call for the Hawaj-
ian Interceptor Command and, by
extension, for the entire US Army
Command in Hawaii. He made two
key mistakes that clinched the cer-
tainty of failure, mistakes that
Richards Heuer in his recent book
on the Pspchology of Intelligence
Analysis has helped make clear. As
Heuer points out, all analysts fac-
ing an ambigucus and complex
reality have to create hypotheses
and construct working assump-
tions he calls mindsets to make
sense of new information. (U

Tyler viewed the ambiguous infor-
mation from Opana through the
fens of a mindset that he testified
had come into being only that
morning on the way to work. He
had listened to some Hawaiian
music on the way in, and he
recalled that, according to a friend
who was a bomber pilot, the sta-
tion played this music all night
whenever B-17s flew from the
mainiand to Hawalii, acting as a
beam for the navigators, Tyler also
apparently recalled hearing that

66

To reduce the danger of a
mindset failure, analysts
have to admit what they
do not know and where
their own expertise may

fall short.

29

some B-17s were expected from
the maintand that day—in fact a
flight of six B-17s was arriving just
as the Japanese attack began, and
several were shot down as they
tried to land. ()

Based on this mindset, Tyler told
the Opana radar operators to for-
get it, without even telling them
why. Lockhard and Elliott neverthe-
less continued tracking the
Japanese aircraft until they were 30
miles from Oahu because it was a
“fine problem.” According to one
estimate, 45 minutes of warning for
the US Army and 30 minutes of
warning for the Navy at Pearl Har-
bor were lost as a result of Tyler's
order to “forget it.” (U)

Tyier's mindset may have reflected
at feast in part his overall inexperi-
ence and unfamiliarity with radar.
His assumption that the detection
had to be the B-17s was based
solely on a few recently obtained
tidbits of information. He also
failed to recognize the ambiguity of
the report he had received from
Opana, he later testified that had he
known that the radar had detected
50 or more planes, he would have
reached a different conclusion. That
question, however, apparently was
never asked of the radar site. The
actual azimuth of the oncoming
Japanese attack would also have
appeared inconsistent with the B-17
hypothesis, if it had heen plotted.
The probability of alternative expla-
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nations to the B-17 hypothesis
would have increased if such analy-
sis had been pursued more
aggressively. In Tyler's detfense,
orders from higher command had
not suggested any need for more
vigilance, and the plotter staff had
left for the day. (1)

To reduce the danger of 2 mindset
failure, analysts have to admit what
they do not know and where their
own expertise may fall short. Tyler
had limited experience and exper-
tise o make the call that he did,
and he should have tried to con-
sult with either higher authority for
guidance or with other experts at
the Hickam Field Ops Center. Alter-
native views from people with
other perspectives, knowledge, or
experience should always be
sought when a tough, important
judgment has to be made. Part of
the Sherman Kent School’s mission
is to help its officers study and
develop skill in using rigorous tech-
niques of analysis that reduce the
chances for such failure. (U)

Perils of Complacency

The Army and Navy high com-
mand had sent alert orders to
Hawaii three times before the 27
November warning, when the dan-
ger of war with Japan appeared to
increase. The first was on 17 June
1940, as France fell to Hitler, and
Japan was encouraged by Ger-
many to take French Indochina and
other parts of Southeast Asia held
by the greatly weakened British.
The second was on 25 July 1941,
after Germany forced Vichy France
to allow Japan to occupy Indo-
china, and Tokyo appeared ready
to take additional aggressive action
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